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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to the Applicant 

1 . This communication is in response to the amendment filed 1/30/03. Claims 2-4, 
7,8,10,11,14-20, and 24-30 are pending. Claims 2-4, 7,10,11,14-20 have been 
amended. Claims 24-30 are new. 

Specification 

2. The objection to the specification raised in the previous Office Action is hereby 
withdrawn due to the amendment filed 1/30/03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The rejection of claims 1-4, 6-1 1 , and 13-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as containing subject matter which was not described in the 
specification, is hereby withdrawn due to the amendment filed 1/30/03. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 2-4, 7-8,10-1 1 , 14-20 and 24-30 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3,14,16, 24-25 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hunt et al (USPN 5,842,17 — referred to hereinafter as Hunt) in view 
of Official Notice. 

As per claim 24, Hunt teaches a travel pricing system, comprising: 

- a data store; and (Figures land 2; col. 4, lines 1 1-32 — client computer) 

- a server coupled to the data store, the server: (Figures 1 and 2; col. 4, lines 
11-32— server (14) 

o receiving a first reservation record relating to a first type of record, the 
first reservation record comprising travel attributes, the travel attributes 
arranged in a first record format; (col. 3, line 59- col. 4, line 10; col. 4, 
line 65-col. 5, line 5; col. 5, lines 25-35 — The system server receives 
datasets from one or more reservation systems. The pass through mode 
allows the data to be received in the original code of the source system, 
without normalization/reformatting.) 

o adding the first reservation record to the data store using the first 
reservation record format; (col. 4,lines 59-col. 5, line 5; col. 6, lines 55- 
64 — System returns datasets (i.e. records) from the CRSs to the 
requesting client) 

o receiving a second reservation record relating to the first type of record, 
the second reservation record comprising at least a portion of the travel 
attributes associated with the first reservation record (Figures 1; col. 2, 
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lines 48-55; col. 3, line 59- col. 4, line 4 — Datasets are returned from 
one or more reservation systems in the standard code language (i.e. 
format) of the source CRS without reformatting or normalization. Each 
CRS uses different code languages (i.e. different formats). Also, the » 
datasets relate to a search for travel reservations for a particular 
customer and therefore contain similar data (same travel dates, 
origins/destinations, seat availability on various airlines) as returned from 
the different CRS's. (col. 6, lines 9-50). Thus the second reservation 
record relates to the first record type.) 
o adding the second reservation record to the data store using the second 
reservation record format, (col. 4, lines 59-col. 5, line 5; col. 6, lines 55- 
64; col. 8, lines 42-58 — System returns datasets (i.e. records) from the 
CRS's to the requesting client.) 
Hunt discloses receiving reservation data from a plurality of sources (i.e. CRS's) in 
response to a user's query for desired travel accommodations (col. 6, lines 4-50), but 
does not expressly disclose the use of timestamps and version numbers. However, it 
is respectfully submitted that associating computer files/records with timestamps and 
version numbers is old and well known in the art. For example, Cabrera et al (USPN 
6,189,016) discloses a system wherein data records are associated with both 
timestamps and version numbers (col. 5, lines 35-54). At the time of the Applicant's 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Hunt to associate the different datasets returned to the client with distinct 
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version numbers and timestamps. One would have been motivated to do this to assist 
the user in determining the age and validity of the data that is used to arrange travel 
for a customer and also to provide a more efficient and powerful approach to tracking 
changes or updates made to the storage volume in a computer system, as suggested 
by Cabrera, (col. 2, lines1-4) 

As per claim 3, Hunt teaches the system of claim 24, wherein the second 
reservation record comprises travel reservation data associated with a city pair. (col. 6, 
lines 9-16). 

As per claim 25, the limitations of the present claim substantially duplicate of the 
limitations of claim 24, with its first and second reservation data records, first and 
second data formats, timestamps and version numbers. Claim 25 recites differs in that 
it recites an additional (i.e. third) reservation record with a version number, and a third 
format, and further recites that the reservation data relates to the second reservation 
record. Since, the courts have broadly held that the duplication of parts/steps is 
obvious In re Harza % 21 A F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), it is respectfully 
submitted that these changes do not present a patentable distinction over the applied 
prior art of record. The limitations of claim 24 have been shown to be obvious over the 
system disclosed by Hunt, which accommodates reservation data records with multiple 
formats and in which the data from the records are associated with one another. Claim 
25 is rejected for the same reasons provided in the rejection of claim 24 and 
incorporated herein. 
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As per claim 29, Hunt discloses a method for organizing travel reservation data, 
comprising: 

- receiving a first reservation record relating to a first type of record, the first 
reservation record comprising travel attributes, the travel attributes arranged 
in a first record format; (col. 3, line 59- col. 4, line 10; col. 4, line 65-col. 5, 
line 5; col. 5, lines 25-35 — The system server receives datasets from one or 
more reservation systems. The pass through mode allows the data to be 
received in the original code of the source system , without 
normalization/reformatting.) 

- adding the first reservation record to the data store using the first 
reservation record format; (col. 4, lines 59-col. 5, line 5; col. 6, lines 55-64 — 
System returns datasets (i.e. records) from the CRSs to the requesting 
client) 

- receiving a second reservation record relating to the first type of record, the 
second reservation record comprising at least a portion of the travel 
attributes associated with the first reservation record (Figures 1; col. 2, lines 
48-55; col. 3, line 59- col. 4, line 4 — Datasets are returned from one or more 
reservation systems in the standard code language (i.e. format) of the 
source CRS without reformatting or normalization. Each CRS uses different 
code languages (i.e. different formats). Also, the datasets relate to a search 
for travel reservations for a particular customer and therefore contain similar 
data (same travel dates, origins/destinations, seat availability on various 
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airlines) as returned from the different CRS's. (col. 6, lines 9-50). Thus the 

second reservation record relates to the first record type.) 
- adding the second reservation record to the data store using the second 

reservation record format, (col. 4, lines 59-col. 5, line 5; col. 6, lines 55-64; 

col. 8, lines 42-58 — System returns datasets (i.e. records) from the CRS's to 

the requesting client.) 
Hunt discloses receiving reservation data from a plurality of sources (i.e. CRS's) in 
response to a user's query for desired travel accommodations, (col. 6, lines 4-50), but 
does not expressly disclose the use of timestamps and version numbers. However, 
it is respectfully submitted that associating computer files/records with timestamps and 
version numbers is old and well known in the art. For example, Cabrera et al (USPN 
6,189,016) teaches a system wherein data records are associated with both 
timestamps and version numbers (col. 5, lines 35-54). At the time of the Applicant's 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Hunt to associate the different datasets returned to the client with distinct 
version numbers and timestamps. One would have been motivated to do this to assist 
the user in determining the age and validity of the data that is used to arrange travel 
for a customer and also to provide a more efficient and powerful approach to tracking 
changes or updates made to the storage volume in a computer system, as suggested 
by Cabrera, (col. 2, lines 1-4) 
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As per claim 14, Hunt teaches a method wherein the first reservation record 
and the second reservation record each comprise travel reservation data associated 
with a city pair. (col. 6, lines 9-16) 

As per claim 16, Hunt teaches the method and system for retrieving and 
processing data with multiple data formats, (col. 5, lines 24-col. 6, lines 16), but does 
not specifically disclose the details of how the system processes the different formats of 
the reservation records. However, it is respectfully submitted that the use of Prolog is 
old and well known in the computer arts. At the time of the Applicant's invention, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system/method 
of Hunt so that the data is processed using Prolog. One would have been motivated to 
do this to facilitate the travel agent's ability to sort through vast amounts of travel data 
from disparate sources in an efficient manner and to better serve the customer by 
making better use of available resources. (Hunt, col. 2, lines 1-10; col. 2, lines 32-47) 

As per claim 30, the limitations of the present claim substantially duplicate of the 
limitations of claim 29, with its first and second reservation data records, first and 
second data formats, timestamps and version numbers. Claim 30 differs in that it 
recites an additional (i.e. third) reservation record with a version number, and a third 
format, and further recites that the reservation data relates to the second reservation 
record. Since, the courts have broadly held that the duplication of parts/steps is 
obvious In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), it is respectfully 
submitted that these changes do not present a patentable distinction over the applied 
prior art of record. The limitations of claim 29 have been shown to be obvious over the 
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system disclosed by Hunt, which accommodates reservation data records with multiple 
formats and in which the data from the records are associated with one another. Claim 
30 is rejected for the same reasons provided in the rejection of claim 29 and 
incorporated herein. 

7. Claims 7,8,10,11 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hunt et al (USPN 5,842,17 — referred to hereinafter as Hunt) in view 
of Official Notice, as applied to claim 24, and in further view of Webber et al (USPN 
5,331 ,546-referred to hereinafter as Webber) and Barney et al (USPN 6,212,512- 
referred to hereinafter as Barney). 

As per claim 26, the limitations of the present claim are substantially similar to 
those recited in claim 24. As such, these limitations are addressed by the rejection of 
claim 24 and incorporated herein. Claim 26 differs from claim 24 in that it specifically 
recites that the reservation data in the first and second reservation records comprises 
old and new fare data associated with a city pair. Hunt teaches a system for retrieving 
travel reservation data as explained in the rejection of claim 24, but does not expressly 
disclose that the reservation records comprise fare data associated with a city pair. 
However, Hunt does disclose that the system may accommodate any type of 
reservation data that may be received from a CRS. (col. 8, lines 26-30) Webber 
teaches a system that retrieves reservation record data wherein the data includes fare 
data associated with a city pair. (col. 3, lines 19-35; col. 5, lines 51-65; col. 8,lines 3-13) 
The tariff files contains fare information associated with travel origins and destinations 
(i.e. city pairs). Moreover, the tariff file is updated regularly, yielding old and new fare 
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data. At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt with the teaching of Webber to 
include fare data among the types of data obtained from the CRS queries. As 
suggested by Webber and Hunt, one would have been motivated to do this to simplify 
the travel arranging process for travel agents, by allowing them to rapidly sift through 
vast amounts of itinerary data to identify least costly travel options that comply with the 
customer's requirements. (Webber: col. 1, Iine60-col. 2, line 10) 

Claim 26 also differs from claim 24 in that it recites that the first and second files 
are added/appended to the data store by flat file and are chronologically arranged by 
using the time stamp. Hunt and Webber do not expressly disclose that adding files to a 
data store by flat file appendage or chronological arranging files by timestamp. Barney 
discloses a system wherein the files may be chronologically arranged by time stamp 
(Figure 4; col. 3,lines 5-24; col. 9, line 48-col. 10, line 48). The system allows users to 
view files in the data vault by various criteria, including dates creation and modification 
dates. Barney further discloses that the addition of files to a data store by flat file (i.e. 
flat file appendage) is well known in the art. (col. 3, lines 18-24) At the time of the 
Applicant's invention, it would have would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the system of Hunt and Webber with the teaching of Barney to allow 
files to be added to the data store by flat file and to allow the files to be chronologically 
arranged (by timestamp). One would have been motivated to do this to facilitate the 
storage and retrieval of the desired information according to user preferences. (Barney: 
col. 8, lines 5-63) 
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As per claim 7, Hunt teaches a system for retrieving travel data and adding that 
data to a data store, but does not specifically disclose that the reservation data 
comprises fare data associated with a service provider. However, Hunt does disclose 
that the reservation data may include any type of data that may be obtained from a 
CRS. (col. 8, line 23-29) Webber teaches a system wherein the reservation record 
data includes fare data associated a particular service provider, (col. 3, lines 19-35, 49- 
64; col. 5, lines 51-65; col. 8, lines 3-13) At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt with 
the teaching of Webber to include fare data associated with a service provider among 
the types of data obtained from the CRS queries. As suggested by Webber and Hunt, 
one would have been motivated to do this to simplify the travel arranging process for 
travel agents by allowing them to access and process vast amounts of itinerary data to 
identify appropriate, least costly travel options that comply with the customer's 
requirements. (Webber: col. 1, line 60-col. 2, line 10) 

As per claims 8 and 10, Hunt and Webber in combination teach a system of 
obtaining travel reservation data that including information on city pairs and carriers, but 
do not specifically disclose how the data is indexed (by which parameters the data is 
indexed). Barney teaches a system which allows the user to view (i.e. index) data 
according to a variety of parameters. (Figure 4, col. 3, lines 5-63; col. col. 10, lines 4-49) 
At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt and Webber in combination with the 
teaching of Barney to index the reservation data files by city pair or by both city pair and 
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carrier. As suggested by Barney, one would have been motivated to index the data 
using various attributes of the data (i.e. city pair or city pair and carrier) so that the 
system's users could easily customize the organization and retrieval of the stored data 
files to suit individual preferences, (col. 3, lines 5-24) 

As per claim 1 1 , Hunt, Webber, and Barney in combination teach a system of 
claim 26 as explained in the rejection of claim 26. Hunt does not specifically disclose a 
time stamp that includes an activation stamp that indicates when the server can initially 
use the second reservation record. Webber discloses that that the reservation data 
includes a rule file includes a rule file that contains restrictions governing the use of 
particular fares (i.e. including dates indicating when the reservation data can be used). 
At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt with the teaching of Webber to include an 
activation stamp that notifies the server when that reservation data is valid. As 
suggested by Webber, one would have been motivated to do this to make certain that 
the disclosed system applies correct, date-appropriate guidelines and effective/active 
travel data when assessing whether certain travel options are available and comply with 
corporate travel policies and individual traveler preferences, (col. 4,lines 19-50) 

As per claim 27, Hunt teaches a system for retrieving reservation data and 
adding that data to a data store, but does not specifically disclose that the first and 
second data includes rule data relating to a city pair. However, Hunt does disclose 
that the reservation data may include various types of travel data. (col. 8, lines 23-30) 
Webber discloses a system wherein the system repeatedly retrieves reservation data 
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comprising updates of rule data associated with a city pair. (col. 3, lines 49-64). At the 
time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the system of Hunt with the teaching of Webber, to have the 
reservation data include multiple sets of rule data associated with a city pair. One 
would have been motivated to do this to ensure that the travel agent has access to 
comprehensive information necessary to make valid travel arrangements according the 
customer's preferences. 

Hunt and Webber in combination teach adding reservation data in different 
formats to a data store, but do not expressly disclose that the second rule set data are 
added without modifying the attributes of the first (i.e. versioning). Barney teaches a 
method wherein multiple copies/versions of a record are added to a data store without 
modifying the previous version/copy of that file. (col. 9,line 48-col. 10, line 3). At the 
time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the combination of Hunt and Webber with the teaching of Barney to 
allow multiple copies/versions of an updated rule file to be added without modifying the 
previous versions of the rule data. One would have been motivated to do this to ensure 
that the travel arranger/agent has access to a complete set of the travel data necessary 
to make valid arrangements according the customer's preferences. 

As per claim 28, the limitations of the present claim substantially duplicate of the 
limitations of claim 26, with its first and second reservation data records, first and 
second data formats, timestamps and version numbers. Claim 28 differs in that it 
recites an additional (i.e. third) reservation record with a version number, and a third 
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format, and further recites that the reservation data relates to the second reservation 
record. Since, the courts have broadly held that the duplication of parts/steps is 
obvious In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), it is respectfully 
submitted that these changes do not present a patentable distinction over the applied 
prior art of record. The limitations of claim 26 have been shown to be obvious over the 
system disclosed by Hunt, Webber and Barney in combination, which accommodate 
reservation data records with multiple formats and in which the data from the records 
are associated with one another. Claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons provided in 
the rejection of claim 26 and incorporated herein. 

8. Claims 2, 4, 15, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hunt and Official Notice as applied to claims 24 and 29, in further 
view of Barney. 

As per claim 2, Hunt teaches the system of claim 24, as explained in the 
rejection of claim 24, but does not specifically disclose that the the first reservation 
record and the second reservation record are added to the data store by appendage 
into a flat file. Barney discloses that the addition of files to a data store by flat file (i.e. 
flat file appendage) is well known in the art. (col. 3, lines 18-24) At the time of the 
Applicant's invention, it would have would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the system of Hunt with the teaching of Barney to allow files to be 
added to the data store by flat file. One would have been motivated to do this to 
facilitate the storage and retrieval of the desired information according to user 
preferences. (Barney: col. 3, lines 5-44) 
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As per claim 4, Hunt teaches a system for retrieving reservation data and for 
adding the reservation to a data store, but does not specifically disclose the use of a 
timestamp as the key to the data store, (col. 4, lines 59-col. 5, line 5; col. 6, lines 55- 
64; col. 8, lines 42-58) Barney teaches a system, wherein the records are added to 
the data store by using the time stamp as a key into a database. (Figure 4; col. 3,Iines 
5-24; col. 9, line 48-col. 10, line 48). The system allows users to view files in the data 
vault by various criteria, including dates creation and modification dates (timestamps). 
At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt with the teaching of Barney to allow the 
timestamp to be used as the key to storing and/or retrieving the records. As suggested 
by Barney, one would have been motivated to do this to make it easier to identify, 
arrange, and retrieve the (reservation) data from the data store according the 
preferences and needs of the* user. (Barney: col. 3, lines 5-52) 

As per claim 15, the limitations of this claim are addressed by the rejection of 
claims 4 and 29 and incorporated herein. 

As per claim 17, Hunt discloses the method of claim 29 as explained in the 
rejection of claim 29, but does not specifically disclose that the first reservation record 
and the second reservation record are added into the data store by appendage into a 
flat file chronologically using the time stamp. Barney discloses a system wherein the 
files may be chronologically arranged by time stamp (Figure 4; col. 3,lines 5-24; col. 9, 
line 48-col. 10, line 48). The system allows users to view files in the data vault by 
various criteria, including dates creation and modification dates. Barney further 
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discloses that the addition of files to a data store by flat file (i.e. flat file appendage) is 
well known in the art. (col. 3, lines 18-24) At the time of the Applicants invention, it 
would have would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
method of Hunt with the teaching of Barney to allow files to be added to the data store 
by flat file and to allow the files to be chronologically arranged (by timestamp). One 
would have been motivated to do this to facilitate the storage and retrieval of the desired 
information according to user preferences. (Barney: col. 8, lines 5-63) 

As per claim 18, Hunt teaches a system of retrieving reservation data from one or 
more sources and adding this data to a data store as explained in the rejection of claim 
29, but does not specifically disclose synchronizing the data with an additional server. 
Barney teaches a system of synchronizing the files/records with across multiple data 
storage units (i.e. an additional server). (Figures 9A-B; 13B; col. 3, lines 54-63; col. 14, 
line 35-col. 15, line 15; col. 16, line 56-col. 18, line 32) The system allows users to 
check copies of records across various data stores and to copy the same version of 
these files across the various data stores. At the time of the Applicant's invention, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Hunt 
with the teaching of Barney to allow the files (i.e. the second reservation data file) to be 
synchronized with an additional server. As suggested by Barney, one would have been 
motivated to do this to provide a simple and efficient method for protecting system data, 
(col. 1,line 65- col. 2, line 14) 

As per claim 19, Hunt teaches a method of retrieving and storing travel 
reservation data that including information on city pairs (col. 6, lines 9-16), but does not 
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specifically disclose how the data is indexed (by which parameters the data is indexed). 
Barney teaches a system which allows the user to view (i.e. index) data according to a 
variety of parameters. (Figure 4, col. 3, lines 5-63; col. col. 10, lines 4-49) At the time of 
the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method of Hunt with the teaching of Barney to index the reservation data 
files by city pair or by both city pair. As suggested by Barney, one would have been 
motivated to index the data using various attributes of the data (i.e. city pair or city pair 
and carrier) so that the system's users could easily customize the organization and 
retrieval of the stored data files to suit individual preferences, (col. 3, lines 5-24) 
9. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt 
and Official Notice as applied to claims 24 and 29, and in further view of Webber. 

As per claim 20, Hunt teaches the method of claim 29, as explained in the 
rejection of claim 29. Hunt does not explicitly disclose that the reservation data 
attributes comprise one selected from the group consisting of fares associated with a 
service provider, rules associated with the service provider, and restrictions associated 
with the service provider. However, Hunt does disclose that the reservation data may 
include any type of data that may be obtained from a CRS. (col. 8, line 23-29) Webber 
teaches a method wherein the reservation record data includes fare data associated a 
particular service provider or rule data. (col. 3, lines 19-35, 49-64; col. 5, lines 51-65; 
col. 8,lines 3-13) At the time of the Applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Hunt with the teaching of Webber 
to include fare data or rule data among the types of data obtained from the CRS 



Application/Control Number: 09/437,278 Page 18 

Art Unit: 3626 

queries. As suggested by Webber and Hunt, one would have been motivated to do this 
to simplify the travel arranging process for travel agents by allowing them to access and 
process vast amounts of itinerary data to identify least costly travel options that comply 
with the customer's requirements. (Webber: col. 1, line 60-col. 2, line 10) 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

- Bohannon et al (USPN 6,125,371) teaches a system for storing multiple 
versions of the data record in a data store. 

- Cabrera et al (USPN 6,189,016) teaches a system for recording changes 
made to specific data files. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rachel L. Porter whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0108. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (703)305-9588. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 
(703)305-7687 for regular communications and (703)305-7687 for After Final 
communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)308- 
1113. 



RP 

April 21, 2003 




